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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . Claims 1 - 37 are presented for examination. 



Claim Objections 

2. Claims 2 and 21 are objected to under 37 CFR 1.75(c), as being of improper dependent 
form for failing to further limit the subject matter of a previous claim. Applicant is required to 
cancel the claim(s), or amend the claim(s) to place the claim(s) in proper dependent form, or 
rewrite the claim(s) in independent form. Claim 21 states that, "said time value is associated with 
an event defined by said computer". The independent claim 20 states, "receiving a request from a 
first computer user to access the web site, wherein said request comprises an Internet address and 
a time value corresponding to said first computer user accessing said web site". Accessing a 
web site can be considered being "associated with an event defined by said computer". 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 



3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 
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4. Claims 16, 18 - 22, 24, 26, 28 - 31, 33, 34, 36 and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Shapira et al. (6925442) (hereinafter Shapira). 

5. Referencing claim 16, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches a system 
for identifying a distinct computer user accessing a web site, the system comprising: 

6. a client computer system operated by a computer user, (e.g., col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 
6); 

7. a web site server computer system, (e.g., col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

8. wherein the client computer system is operable to connect with the web site server for 
gaining access to said web site in response to a request from said computer user, (e.g., col. 7, line 
42 - col. 8, line 6); and 

9. wherein the web site server is operable to: 

10. store one or more identifiers, wherein each identifier corresponds to a computer user 
accessing said web site, wherein said each identifier comprises an Internet address and a time 
value, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

1 1 . receive a request from a first computer user to access the web site, wherein said request 
comprises a first identifier corresponding to said first computer user accessing said web site, 
(e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

12. search for an identifier matching said first identifier among said one or more stored 
identifiers, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 
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13. identify said first unique identifier as a distinct computer user if said searching for said 
first unique identifier did not result in a match, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 
8, line 6). 

14. Referencing claim 1 8, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said client 
computer system comprises a personal computer or a laptop computer or a notebook computer or 
an Internet-enabled cellular phone or an Internet-enabled personal digital assistant or a web 
television system, (e.g., col. 3, line 53 - col. 4, line 2). 

15. Referencing claim 22, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said event 
is a launch of a web browser software on a computer operable by said computer user, (e.g., col. 
5, lines 4 -19). 

16. Referencing claim 24, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said 
Internet address is an Internet Protocol (IP) address, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50). 

17. Claims 19 - 21, 26, 28 - 31, 33, 34, 36 and 37 are rejected for similar reasons as stated 
above. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 
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1 8. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C, 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

19. Claims 1 - 3, 5, 7 - 9, 1 1, 12, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shapira in view of Gerace (5991735). 

20. As per claim 1, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches a method for 
identifying distinct users accessing a web site, the method comprising: 

2 1 . storing one or more records in a database, wherein each record comprises an Internet 
address and a time value, and wherein each record corresponds to a different computer accessing 
said web site, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

22. receiving a first request from a first computer to access the web site, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 
- 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

23. receiving said information, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); 

24. determining whether a matching record for said first Internet address and said first time 
value exists in said database, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6); and 

25. identifying said first computer as a distinct user if said matching record does not exist in 
said database, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6). 

26. However, Shapira does not specifically teach a separate request for information to said 
first computer, wherein said information comprises a first Internet address and a first time value 
corresponding to said first computer. 
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27. Gerace teaches a separate request for information to said first computer, wherein said 
information comprises a first Internet address and a first time value corresponding to said first 
computer, (e.g., col. 13, line 56 - col. 14, lines 25, "stored locally on user's PC is a cookie", 
"request for a cookie "newly built cookie is a unique user identification code, time and date of 
login, and computer identification number" & col. 16, lines 45 - 55, "cookie "), by utilizing a 
login procedure that also requests information that contains a time and date of login and a 
computer identification number, which could be interpreted as an Internet address. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine 
Gerace with Shapira because requesting a login from a user enables a the system to identify who 
the specific user is and what their preferences are if they have set up an account. Also, it is well 
known in the art that utilizing a login and identification system enables a system added security 
from predators that are not privileged to specific information pertaining to a user. 

28. As per claim 2, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said time value is 
associated with a user-defined event, (e.g., col. 5, lines 4-19). 

29. As per claim 3, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said user-defined 
event is a launch of a web browser software on said first computer system, (e.g., col. 5, lines 4 - 
19). 



30. As per claim 5, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said Internet 
address is an Internet Protocol (IP) address, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50). 
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31. As per claim 7, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches generating and 
updating a timestamp for each record, wherein said identifying comprises identifying said first 
computer user as a distinct computer user only if said matching record does not exist in said 
database or if said timestamp for said matching record is older than a predetermined maximum 
time, (e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50 & col. 7, line 42 - col. 8, line 6). 

32. As per claim 8, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said first 
computer is a personal computer, a laptop computer, a notebook computer, an Internet-enabled 
cellular phone, an Internet-enabled personal digital assistant, or an Internet-enabled television, 
(e.g., col. 4, lines 27 - 50). 

33. Claims 9, 1 1, 12, 14 and 15 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

34. Claims 4, 10 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shapira and Gerace as applied above, and in further view of Bodnar et al. (6295541) (hereinafter 
Bodnar). 

35. As per claim 4, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira and Gerace teach said 
time value is generated by a time keeping device as described above but do not specifically teach 
wherein said time keeping device is configured to synchronize said time value with a global time 
keeping standard clock. Bodnar teaches said time keeping device is configured to synchronize 
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said time value with a global time keeping standard clock, (e.g., col. 9, lines 18 - 60). It would 
have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
combine Bodnar with the combine system of Shapira and Gerace because synchronizing clocks 
minimizes problems due to any relative drift in the devices' clocks, such as drifts caused by 
clock inaccuracies or drifts caused by the user's re-setting of a clock on a device. 

36. Claims 10 and 13 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 

37. Claims 17, 23, 27, 32 and 35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Shapira as applied above, and in view of Bodnar et al. (6295541) (hereinafter Bodnar). 

38. As per claim 17, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira teaches said time value 
is generated by a time keeping device as described above but do not specifically teach wherein 
said time keeping device is configured to synchronize said time value with a global time keeping 
standard clock. Bodnar teaches said time keeping device is configured to synchronize said time 
value with a global time keeping standard clock, (e.g., col. 9, lines 18 - 60). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to combine Bodnar 
with Shapira because synchronizing clocks minimizes problems due to any relative drift in the 
devices' clocks, such as drifts caused by clock inaccuracies or drifts caused by the user's re- 
setting of a clock on a device. 



39. 



Claims 23, 27, 32 and 35 are rejected for similar reasons as stated above. 
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40. Claim 6 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapira and 
Gerace as applied above, and in view of Farrow et al. (6374295) (hereinafter Farrow). 

41. As per claim 6, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira and Gerace do not 
specifically teach the database is an object oriented database or a relational database. Farrow 
teaches the database is an object oriented database or a relational database, (e.g., col. 3, line 61 - 
col. 4, line 17). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to combine Farrow with the combine system of Shapira and Gerace because 
relational databases can log any configuration changes in a separate area, therefore, giving the 
system possible versatility. 

42. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Shapira as 
applied above, and in view of Farrow et al. (6374295) (hereinafter Farrow). 

43. As per claim 25, as closely interpreted by the Examiner, Shapira does not specifically 
teach the database is an object oriented database or a relational database. Farrow teaches the 
database is an object oriented database or a relational database, (e.g., col. 3, line 61 - col. 4, line 
17). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to combine Farrow with Shapira because relational databases can log any configuration 
changes in a separate area, therefore, giving the system possible versatility. 
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Response to Arguments 

44. Applicant's arguments, see Pre-Brief Conference Request, filed 05/01/2006, with respect 
to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1 - 37 have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, 
the rejection has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of 
rejection is made in view of Shapira, Gerace, Bodnar and Farrow. 

Conclusion 

45. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

46. a. Dias U.S. Patent No. 6170017 discloses Method and system coordinating actions 
among a group of servers. 

47. b. Blumenau U.S. Patent No. 6529952 discloses Method and system for the 
collection of cookies and other information from a panel. 

48. c. Carroll et al. U.S. Patent No. 6651098 discloses Web site management in a world 
wide web communication network through reassignment of the server computers designated for 
respective web documents based upon user hit rates for the documents. 

49. d. Papierniak et al. U.S. Patent No. 6175838 discloses Method and apparatus for 
forming page map to present internet data meaningful to management and business operation. 
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50. 



e. 



Hunt et al. U.S. Patent No. 6223215 discloses Tracking a user's purchases on the 



internet by associating the user with an inbound source and a session identifier. 



51. 



f. 



Devine et al. U.S. Patent No. 6606708 discloses Secure server architecture for 



Web based data management. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to David E. England whose telephone number is 571-272-3912. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Thur, 7:00-5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on 571-272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



David E. England 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2143 




